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LAWRENCE G. WASDEN 
Attorney General 
State of Idaho 
 
PAUL R. PANTHER 
Deputy Attorney General 
Chief, Criminal Law Division 
 
LORI A. FLEMING 
Deputy Attorney General 
P.O. Box 83720 




IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
 
 
STATE OF IDAHO,  
 




TASHA RENEA PARTRIDGE, 
 












          NO. 44915 & 44916 
 
          Kootenai County Case No.  
          CR-2016-1426 & 2016-1445 
 
           
          RESPONDENT'S BRIEF 
 
     
      Issue 
Has Partridge failed to establish that the district court abused its discretion by 
revoking her probation? 
 
 
Partridge Has Failed To Establish That The District Court Abused Its Sentencing 
Discretion 
 
 Partridge pled guilty to possession of methamphetamine (44915) and grand theft 
(44916) and, on December 7, 2016, the district court imposed concurrent, unified 
sentences of five years, with two years fixed, but suspended the sentences and placed 
Partridge on probation.  (R., pp.96-101, 216-21.)  On December 8, 2016, Partridge 
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tested positive methamphetamine.  (R., pp.102, 107, 224, 229.)  Partridge admitted to 
having violated her probation, and the district court revoked Partridge’s probation, 
executed her sentences, and retained jurisdiction.  (R., pp.107-08, 110-11, 229-30, 232-
33.)  Partridge timely appealed from the district court’s order revoking probation.  (R., 
pp.112-15, 234-37.) 
 Partridge asserts that the district court abused its discretion by revoking her 
probation because, she claims, she “was off to a great start on probation,” had a difficult 
childhood, and “has employable skills.”  (Appellant’s brief, pp.3-5.)  Partridge has failed 
to establish an abuse of discretion.   
“Probation is a matter left to the sound discretion of the court.”  I.C. § 19-2601(4). 
 The decision to revoke probation lies within the sound discretion of the district court. 
 State v. Roy, 113 Idaho 388, 392, 744 P.2d, 116, 120 (Ct. App. 1987); State v. 
Drennen, 122 Idaho 1019, 842 P.2d 698 (Ct. App. 1992).  When deciding whether to 
revoke probation, the district court must consider “whether the probation [was] achieving 
the goal of rehabilitation and [was] consistent with the protection of society.”  Drennen, 
122 Idaho at 1022, 842 P.2d at 701. 
Partridge has clearly demonstrated that she is not an appropriate candidate for 
probation.  Partridge’s prior criminal history includes four misdemeanor convictions 
(three are for petit theft) and one felony conviction for forgery.  (PSI, pp.5-8.)  She also 
has a history of substance abuse, admitting that she has used methamphetamine and 
cocaine, and also that she “us[ed] marijuana daily until May 2015.”  (PSI, pp.12-13.)  
Partridge has also demonstrated an inability or unwillingness to comply with court 
orders as, even before she was sentenced, she failed to appear for her interview with 
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the presentence investigator, her original sentencing date, and for scheduled drug 
testing.  (See PSI, p.17; 12/1/16 Tr. p.5, Ls.12-17; 1/18/17 Tr., p.32, L.24 – p.33, L.3.) 
At the disposition hearing the district court explained that, at sentencing, it was 
“very close to sending [Partridge] on a retained jurisdiction,” but that it had chosen 
instead to give her the benefit of the doubt and place her on probation.  (1/18/17 Tr. 
p.32, L.20 – p.33, L.3.)  Within a week of having been granted the benefit of probation, 
Partridge tested positive for methamphetamine, leading the district court to reasonably 
conclude, “I should’ve sent you on a rider. You’re not able to stay clean. You’re not able 
to stay in compliance here in the community.”  (1/18/17 Tr., p.33, Ls.7-9.)  The state 
submits that Partridge has failed to establish an abuse of discretion, for reasons more 
fully set forth in the attached excerpt of the disposition hearing transcript, which the 
state adopts as its argument on appeal.  (1/18/17 Tr. p.32, L.20 – p.34, L.23 (Appendix 
A).)  
   
Conclusion 
 The state respectfully requests this Court to affirm the district court’s order 
revoking probation. 
       




      __/s/_Lori A. Fleming___________ 
      LORI A. FLEMING 
      Deputy Attorney General 
 
 
      ALICIA HYMAS 
      Paralegal 
 
 4 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have this 8th day of August, 2017, served a true and 
correct copy of the attached RESPONDENT’S BRIEF by emailing an electronic copy to: 
 
KIMBERLY A. COSTER  
  DEPUTY STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
 




      __/s/_Lori A. Fleming___________ 
     LORI A. FLEMING 
Deputy Attorney General    
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